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S. 807. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow a deduc-
tion for the old-age, survivors, and dis-
ability insurance taxes paid by employ-
ees and self-employed individuals, and
for other purposes; to the Committee
on Finance.

WORKING AMERICANS WAGE RESTORATION ACT

Mr. ASCHROFT. Mr. President, on
today’s tax filing deadline, Americans
feel the burden of our tax system most
acutely. According to the Tax Founda-
tion, an American family spends more
of their family budget on taxes than on
health care, food, clothing, and shelter
combined. The economic anxiety so
many of our Americans feel can be di-
rectly attributed to the federal govern-
ment’s excessive taxation

One of the main culprits in this dra-
matic increase in taxes has been the
sharp rise in federal payroll taxes. Pay-
roll taxes have increased 13.3 percent
since 1949, and the maximum taxable
income for payroll taxes have risen
from $3,000 to $72,600.00 in the same pe-
riod. As a result, almost three-quarters
of all families paying taxes pay more
in Social Security taxes than they do
in income taxes.

In addition to their high rates, the
payroll tax is also an unjust tax-on-a-
tax. When working Americans receive
their paychecks—their gross income—
they pay a variety of payroll taxes,
such as Social Security and Medicare,
on that gross income. When they pay
their income taxes, they pay on the
full amount of their paychecks, includ-
ing the payroll taxes previously with-
held—money that they never saw and
that went straight to the government’s
coffers. And to add insult to this in-
jury, taxpayers’ employers are allowed
to deduct their share of payroll taxes,
but the taxpayers themselves cannot.

This constitutes double taxation on
the wages of the American people.
First they pay the payroll taxes off
their gross income, and then they are
taxed on the amount of the gross in-
come, as if the payroll taxes had never
been taken away.

It is because of these high rates and
this double-taxation that I am intro-
ducing legislation to eliminate the un-
fair tax-on-a-tax, giving the American
people the same tax benefits as their
employers. Under my proposal, workers
will be able to deduct the 6.2 percent of
their paychecks taken by the govern-
ment for Social Security taxes. This
would provide much overdue tax relief
to middle class workers across the
country who get hit hardest by both
Social Security and income taxes. My
proposal would save the average two-
income American family $1,770 a year
in taxes.

This relief is necessary because many
middle-income earners are paying lev-
els of taxes that severely diminish
their ability to care for and support
their families. Under current law, sin-
gle taxpayers will pay 15% on the first
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$25,750 of taxable income they earn.
After that point, their tax levels jump
to 28% on federal tax alone. Combined
with the 15% payroll tax burden, our
system is structured so that individ-
uals earning between $25,750 and $62,450
are paying 43% of their incomes in fed-
eral taxes.

It is a scandal that Missourians mak-
ing $25,750 are forced to sacrifice to the
federal government 43% of each addi-
tional dollar they earn. Those earning
a taxable income of $25,750 are by no
means rich—and should not be taxed as
if they were.

In fact, the payroll tax is aimed right
at the heart of the middle class. The
payroll tax is a direct levy of 15% on
incomes up to $72,600. After that point,
the payroll tax is not in effect. This
means that the payroll tax constitutes
a much greater burden on the poor and
the middle class. According to the Con-
gressional Budget Office, 74% of all
families pay more in total Social Secu-
rity payroll taxes than they pay in in-
come taxes.

In addition to costing the poor and
middle class more, the payroll tax also
burdens individuals more than busi-
nesses. Although employers and em-
ployees both have to pay 7.65% of a
worker’s income in payroll taxes, this
burden strikes individuals dispropor-
tionately. Employers currently have
the ability to deduct payroll taxes as a
business expense. Employees do not
have this same option. In the interest
of fairness, employees and self-em-
ployed individuals—even those who do
not itemize—should have the same op-
portunity.

It is for these reasons—the high
rates, the double taxation, the overall
tax burden, the disproportionate im-
pact on lower and middle-income wage
earners—that taxpayers need to have a
payroll tax deduction. Americans
should no longer be forced to pay fed-
eral income tax on their Social Secu-
rity payroll taxes.

Providing payroll tax relief would
not be a tax cut for the rich, but a tax
cut for the poor and the middle class,
who are paying payroll taxes from
their first dollar of earnings. If tax-
payers were no longer forced to pay in-
come tax on their Social Security
taxes, the average two-income family
would see its annual tax bill slashed
$1,400.

This change would be extremely help-
ful to taxpayers in my home state of
Missouri. 85% of Missouri tax filers,
over two million Missourians, pay pay-
roll taxes and would benefit from this
deduction.

Employers, who are already able to
deduct payroll taxes, overwhelmingly
support making this change to help
their workers. According to a National
Federation of Independent Business
survey of small business owners, 73%
support making the employee share of
the payroll tax fully deductible. These
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employers know what a burden the
double-tax imposes on workers, and
these employers understand better
than anyone the importance of making
the payroll tax deductible.

Preliminary estimates suggest that
this proposal would increase the gross
domestic product of 0.5% and produce
500,000 new jobs. Making the payroll
tax deductible is good for workers,
good for businesses, good for Missouri,
and good for the American economy.

Mr. President, the case is clear: it is
time to make the payroll tax deduct-
ible. On this April 15, let us dedicate
ourselves to providing payroll tax re-
lief to American workers. I urge my
colleagues to join me in support of this
legislation.

By Mr. JEFFORDS (for himself
and Mr. CHAFEE):

S. 808. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide tax in-
centives for land sales for conservation
purposes; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

——————

THE CONSERVATION TAX
INCENTIVES ACT OF 1999

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, on this
day when Americans must file their
tax returns, I am introducing the Con-
servation Tax Incentives Act of 1999, a
bill that will result in a reduction in
the capital gains tax for landowners
who sell property for conservation pur-
poses. This bill creates a new incentive
for private, voluntary land protection.
This legislation is a cost-effective non-
regulatory, market-based approach to
conservation, and I urge my colleagues
to join me in support of it.

Our tax code already has a tax incen-
tive to encourage people to donate land
for conservation purposes or to donate
conservation easements. The chari-
table contribution deduction provides
this incentive, and this deduction has
been instrumental in the conservation
of environmentally significant land
across the country.

Not all land worth preserving, how-
ever, is owned by people who are able
to give it away. For many landowners,
their land is their primary financial
asset, and they simply cannot afford to
donate it for conservation purposes.
While they might like to see their land
preserved in its undeveloped state, the
tax code’s incentive for donations is of
no help to them.

The Conservation Tax Incentives Act
will provide a new tax incentive for
sales of land for conservation by reduc-
ing the amount of income that land-
owners would ordinarily have to re-
port—and pay tax on—when they sell
their land. The bill provides that when
land is sold for conservation purposes,
only one half of any gain will be in-
cluded in income. The other half can be
excluded from income; the effect of
this exclusion is to cut in half the cap-
ital gains tax the seller would other-
wise have to pay. The bill will enable
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landowners to permanently protect
their property’s environmental value
without forgoing the financial security
it provides. The bill’s benefits are
available to landowners who sell land
either to a government agency or to a
qualified nonprofit conservation orga-
nization. They are also available when
landowners sell partial interests in
land for conservation. Thus owners of
farms and forests may be able to take
advantage of the bill’s benefits, yet
still continue to harvest crops or tim-
ber from their land, if they sell a con-
servation easement on the property.
The purchaser must provide the seller
with a letter of intent manifesting the
purchaser’s intent that the land acqui-
sition will serve such conservation pur-
poses as protection of fish, wildlife or
plant habitat, or provision of open
space for agriculture, forestry, outdoor
recreation or scenic beauty.

Land is being lost to development
and commercial use at an alarming
rate. By Department of Agriculture es-
timates, more than four square miles
of farmland are lost to development
every day, often with devastating ef-
fects on the habitat wildlife need to
thrive. Without additional incentives
for conservation, we will continue to
lose ecologically valuable land.

This bill provides an incentive-based
means for accomplishing conservation
in the public interest. It helps tax dol-
lars accomplish more, allowing public
and charitable conservation funds to go
to higher-priority conservation
projects. Preliminary estimates indi-
cate that with the benefits of this bill,
nine percent more land could be ac-
quired, with no increase in the amount
governments currently spend for con-
servation land acquisition. At a time
when little money is available for con-
servation, it is important that we
stretch as far as possible the dollars
that are available.

State and local governments will be
important beneficiaries of this bill.
Many local communities have voted in
favor of raising taxes to finance bond
initiatives to acquire land for con-
servation. My bill will help stretch
these bond proceeds so that they can
go further in improving the conserva-
tion results for local communities. In
addition, because the bill applies to
sales to publicly-supported national,
regional, State and local citizen con-
servation groups, its provisions will
strengthen private, voluntary work to
save places important to the quality of
life in communities across the country.
Private fundraising efforts for land
conservation will be enhanced by this
bill, as funds will be able to conserve
more, or more valuable, land.

Let me provide an example to show
how I intend the bill to work. Let’s
suppose that in 1952 a young couple
purchased a house and a tract of ad-
joining land, which they have main-
tained as open land. Recently, the
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county where they live passed a bond
initiative to buy land for open space, as
county residents wanted to protect the
quality of their life from rampant de-
velopment and uncontrolled sprawl.
Let’s further assume that the couple,
now contemplating retirement, is con-
sidering competing offers for their
land. One offer comes from the county,
which will preserve the land in further-
ance of its open-space goals. The other
offer has been made by an individual
who does not plan to conserve the land.
Originally purchased for $25,000, the
land is now worth $250,000 on the open
market. If they sell the land at its fair
market value to the individual, the
couple would realize a gain of $225,000
($250,000 sales price minus $25,000 cost),
owe tax of $45,000 (at a rate of 20% on
the $225,000 gain), and thus net $205,000
after tax.

Under my bill, if the couple sold the
land to the county for conservation
purposes, they would be able to exclude
from income one half of the gain real-
ized upon the sale. This means they
would pay a lower capital gains tax;
consequently, they would be in a posi-
tion to accept a lower offer from a
local government or a conservation or-
ganization, yet still end up with more
money in their pockets than they
would have had if they had accepted
the developer’s offer. Continuing with
the example from the preceding para-
graph, let’s assume the couple sold the
property to the county, for the purpose
of conservation, at a price of $240,000.
They would realize a gain of $215,000
($240,000 sales price minus $25,000 cost).
Under my bill, only half of this gain
$107,500, would be includible in income.
The couple would pay $21,500 in capital
gains tax (at a rate of 20% on the
$107,500 gain includible in income) and
thus net $218,500 ($240,000 sales price
minus $21,500 tax). Despite having ac-
cepted a sales price $10,000 below the
individual’s offer, the couple will keep
$13,000 more than they would have kept
if they had accepted his offer.

The end result is a win both for the
landowners, who end up with more
money in their pocket than they would
have had after a sale to an outsider,
and for the local community, which is
able to preserve the land at a lower
price. This example illustrates how the
exclusion from income will be espe-
cially beneficial to middle-income,
“land rich/cash poor’” landowners who
can’t avail themselves of the tax bene-
fits available to those who can afford
to donate land.

A real-life example from my home
state illustrates the need for this bill.
A few years ago, in an area of Vermont
known as the Northeast Kingdom, a
large well-managed forested property
came on the market. The land had ap-
preciated greatly over the years and
was very valuable commercially. With
more than 3,000 acres of mountains,
forests, and ponds, with hiking trails,
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towering cliffs, scenic views and habi-
tat for many wildlife species, the prop-
erty was also very valuable environ-
mentally. Indeed, the State of Vermont
was anxious to acquire it and preserve
it for traditional agricultural uses and
habitat conservation.

After the property had been on the
market for a few weeks, the seller was
contacted by an out-of-state buyer who
planned to sell the timber on the land
and to dispose of the rest of the prop-
erty for development. Upon learning of
this, the State moved to obtain ap-
praisals and a quick legislative appro-
priation in preparation for a possible
State purchase. Indeed, the State and
The Nature Conservancy subsequently
made a series of purchase offers to the
landowner. The out-of-state buyer,
however, prevailed upon the landowner
to accept his offer. Local newspaper
headlines read, ‘‘State of Vermont
Loses Out On Northeast Kingdom Land
Deal.” The price accepted by the land-
owner was only slightly higher than
the amount offered by the State. Had
the bill I’'m introducing today been on
the books, the lower State offer may
well have been as attractive—perhaps
more so—than the amount offered by
the individual.

In drafting the bill’s language, I was
careful to ensure that the tax incentive
applies to lands that truly serve con-
servation purposes. First, only pub-
licly-supported conservation charities
and governmental entities qualify as
purchasers for transactions that make
use of this tax incentive. Conservation
organizations and governmental nat-
ural resource and environmental agen-
cies have a long and respected record of
serving the public interest in acquiring
and managing land for conservation
purposes. This bill builds on that
record of trust and responsible stew-
ardship, without imposing new and ad-
ministratively cumbersome require-
ments to ensure that the public pur-
pose is served. The tax code already
provides for adequate oversight to
guard against a potential breach of the
public trust by a conservation organi-
zation.

Second, the bill requires a statement
of intent from the purchaser reflecting
the purchaser’s intent that the acquisi-
tion will serve one of the specified con-
servation purposes. This language was
crafted to protect the public’s con-
servation investment by establishing
the purchaser’s intent, but not cre-
ating a tax-driven land use restriction.
In essence, I wanted to make sure that
the purchaser’s intent to conserve the
land does not rob the land of commer-
cial value, for which the landowner
must be justly compensated if this con-
servation incentive is to work effec-
tively. The purchaser’s letter of intent
should not be construed to impose new
restrictions on the property or cov-
enants running with the land; to do so
would create an appraisal problem that
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would defeat the very purpose that this
bill is designed to address. Thus, the
property being acquired should be ap-
praised at its unencumbered, full fair
market value. Furthermore, the value
of the property in the hands of the pur-
chasing conservation entity should be
its full fair market value, notwith-
standing both the purchaser’s intended
conservation use of the property and
the required statement of intent. This
principle would apply even when the
original conservation purchaser, like a
land trust, subsequently conveys the
property to another cooperating con-
servation purchaser (e.g., a govern-
mental agency) on behalf of which the
land trust may have pre-acquired the
property.

As this bill also applies to partial in-
terests in land, the exclusion from in-
come—and the resulting reduction in
capital gains tax—will, in certain in-
stances, also be available to land-
owners selling partial interests in their
land for conservation purposes. A farm-
er could, for example, sell a conserva-
tion easement, continuing to remain
on and farm his land, yet still be able
take advantage of the provisions in
this bill. The conservation easement
must meet the tax code’s requirements
i.e., it must serve a conservation pur-
pose, such as the protection of fish or
wildlife habitat or the preservation of
open space (including farmland and for-
est land).

There are some things this bill does
not do. It does not impose new regula-
tions or controls on people who own en-
vironmentally-sensitive land. It does
not compel anyone to do anything; it is
entirely voluntary. Nor will it increase
government spending for land con-
servation. In fact, the effect of this bill
will be to allow better investment of
tax and charitable dollars used for land
conservation.

I urge all my colleagues to join me in
support of the Conservation Tax Incen-
tives Act of 1999.

By Mr. BURNS (for himself and
Mr. WYDEN):

S. 809. A bill to require the Federal
Trade Commission to prescribe regula-
tions to protect the privacy of personal
information collected from and about
private individuals who are not covered
by the Children’s Online Privacy Pro-
tection Act of 1998 on the Internet, to
provide greater individual control over
the collection and use of that informa-
tion, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and

Transportation.
ONLINE PRIVACY PROTECTION ACT OF 1999
Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I am

pleased to be joined by the distin-
guished Senator from Oregon, Mr.
WYDEN, in introducing a very impor-
tant piece of legislation, the Online
Privacy Protection Act of 1999. Last
year, Congress worked together to pro-
tect our most vulnerable citizens from
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unprincipled information gathering on-
line by passing the Children’s Online
Privacy Protection Act of 1998. That
law provided online privacy protection
for children up through age 13. Al-
though teens and adults have a greater
ability to identify the risks associated
with online shopping and browsing,
some guidance and protection is needed
to ensure that web sites treat informa-
tion in a fair and uniform way.

Before I tell you what this bill does,
let me first tell you what this bill does
not do. It does not bury online compa-
nies with regulatory paperwork. It does
not impose a congressional mandate on
privacy policies. It does not force com-
pliance with arcane rules. It does not
regulate the internet.

I want to be clear. We are trying to
pilot the ship of internet commerce
with a very light hand while trying to
encourage the efforts currently under-
way within the online industry.

This bill sets very general guidelines
for how an online company treats in-
formation it gathers from people inter-
acting with their web sites. First of all,
there must be a clear and conspicuous
posting of the companies information
collection policy. They must note what
information is collected, and what they
do with it. There must be a clear
means for people to opt out of pro-
viding this information, if the data col-
lected is not relevant to the web trans-
action. In fairness, we do allow the web
site host to cancel the online trans-
action if the site visitor doesn’t pro-
vide all of the needed information. For
example, if a person buys a product,
but won’t give a mailing address, the
company can terminate the sale.

A key provision of this bill allows
people access to information that was
collected and shared with outside com-
panies. We recognize that there are
many web sites that collect informa-
tion to better serve their visitors.
Amazon.com keeps track of book re-
quests to help identify other potential
books of interest to the customer. We
appreciate the prosperity of that data
and its use and want to protect and en-
courage that creativity. As long as the
company discloses up front what infor-
mation it is collecting and keeps that
data internal, it won’t be forced into
disclosure and 1lose its competitive
edge. However, all companies are re-
quired to establish and maintain proce-
dures to protect the information that
it collects.

To the uninformed listener, this may
sound like a lot of regulation and pa-
perwork for online companies to fol-
low. The good news is that this bill rec-
ognizes the continuing progress being
made in the commercial sector in pro-
viding secure and private transactions
for customers. Concerns about misuse
of information can drive many cus-
tomers away, and many companies are
recognizing the need for establishing
some type of privacy rules. It’s telling
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that 60 percent of Fortune 500 Chief In-
formation Officers in a recent poll stat-
ed that they wouldn’t divulge personal
information online.

Fortunately, we finally got the right
balance in crafting privacy policy on
the internet. It isn’t through congres-
sional or FTC mandates. It’s by en-
couraging private industry to band to-
gether to establish minimum require-
ments for a safe haven for consumer in-
formation. Companies can meet the in-
tent of this bill by showing that their
privacy policy complies with the Safe
Haven requirements established in in-
dustry. Congress and the FTC are only
there to give the Safe Haven some
teeth by providing incentives and en-
suring compliance with these self-es-
tablished regulations. We also allow
states to use existing law to challenge
and remove irresponsible online pri-
vacy behavior. A strong team of busi-
ness, Congress, States, and regulators
will bring a balanced and fair approach
to the needs of consumers.

The Online Privacy Protection Act of
1999 is an important effort to shape the
future of online commerce. By getting
out front and then staying out of the
way, we can create an electronic me-
dium free from big-brother mentality
that allows people to move freely
through commercial sites without fear-
ing for the data trail they leave behind.
This bill is good for industry and good
for consumers. I strongly encourage
my colleagues to support the passage
of this bill.

By Mr. JEFFORDS (for himself,
Mr. DODD, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr.
KENNEDY, and Mr. KOHL):

S. 810. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to expand alter-
natives for families with children, to
establish incentives to improve the
quality and supply of child care, to in-
crease the availability and afford-
ability of professional development for
child care providers, to expand youth
development opportunities, to ensure
the safety of children placed in child
care centers in Federal facilities, to en-
sure adequate child care subsidies for
low-income working families, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on
Finance.

CARING FOR AMERICA’S CHILDREN ACT
By Mr. JEFFORDS (for himself,
Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. DoDD, and
Mr. KOHL):

S. 811. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to expand alter-
natives for families with children, to
establish incentives to improve the
quality and supply of child care, and
for other purposes; to the Committee
on Finance.

TAX RELIEF FOR FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN ACT

By Mr. JEFFORDS (for himself,

Mr. DoODD, and Ms. LANDRIEU):
S. 812. A bill to provide for the con-
struction and renovation of child care
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facilities, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Banking, Housing,
and Urban Affairs.
CHILD CARE CONSTRUCTION AND RENOVATION
ACT

By Mr. JEFFORDS (for himself,
Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. Dodd, Mr.
SARBANES, and Mr. KENNEDY):

S. 813. A bill to ensure the safety of
children placed in child care centers in
Federal facilities, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs.

FEDERAL EMPLOYEES CHILD CARE ACT

By Mr. JEFFORDS (for himself,
Mr. DoDD, Ms. LANDRIEU, and
Mr. KENNEDY):

S. 814. A bill to establish incentives
to improve the quality and supply of
child care providers, to expand youth
development opportunities, to ensure
adequate child care subsidies for low-
income working families, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Health,
Education, Labor, and Pension.
CREATING HEALTHY OPPORTUNITIES AND IM-

PROVING CHILD EDUCATION AND SUPPORT

(CHOICES) ACT

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce a comprehensive
child care bill, the ‘“‘Caring for Amer-
ica’s Children Act’”. This legislation
recognizes that quality child care is a
shared responsibility that ultimately
benefits government, communities,
and, most importantly, families and
their children.

Parents know best how to care for
their children, and will choose the best
if it is affordable and accessible. This
legislation increases the opportunities
for American children and their par-
ents to choose the best care for their
children, including the choice to forgo
a second income to stay home with
their children.

But for many families, staying home
is simply not an option. Today, more
than 12 million children under the age
of five—including half of all infants
under one year of age—spend at least
part of their day being cared for by
someone other than their parents. In
Vermont alone, there are approxi-
mately 22,000 children, under the age of
6, in state-regulated child care.

There are millions of school-aged
children who are in some form of child
care at the beginning and end of the
school day as well as during school
holidays and vacations. And just as
many six to twelve year olds are
latchkey Kkids—returning home from
school with no supervision until their
parents get home from work. Far too
many of these children spend that time
in front of the television with a soda
and a bag of chips.

Child care is a necessity for most
working parents and high quality child
care is a critical investment in our
country’s future. In the first three
years of life, the brain either makes
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the connections it needs for learning or
it atrophies, making later efforts at re-
mediation in learning, behavior, and
thinking difficult, at best. The experi-
ences and stimulation that a caretaker
provides to a child are the foundations
upon which all future learning is built.

The brain’s greatest and most crit-
ical growth spurt is between birth and
ten years of age—precisely the time
when non-parental child care is most
frequently utilized. A Time magazine
special report on ‘“‘How a Child’s Brain
Develops” (February 3, 1997) said it
best, ‘. . . Good, affordable day care is
not a luxury or a fringe benefit for wel-
fare mothers and working parents but
essential brain food for the next gen-
eration.”

The ‘“‘Caring for Children Act” em-
bodies two important goals. First, to
expand the choices available to par-
ents—including the most basic choice—
to stay at home and care for their chil-
dren. And second, to move child care
from babysitting to early childhood
education and positive youth develop-
ment.

How does the ‘‘Caring for Children
Act” accomplish this? By increasing
the tax benefits for all families with
children we provide more opportunities
for families, whether they stay at
home or place their children in the
care of others. We provide families
with additional income to spend on
child care or to manage the household
budget without a second income.

Through state incentives to improve
the quality and remove barriers to
higher quality care the legislation pro-
vides the opportunity to improve child
care for everyone. By creating more
after school activities that promote
positive youth development and mak-
ing them more affordable for low-in-
come families, the bill increases gives
parents and their children the oppor-
tunity to choose activities that will be
fun and help in the acquisition of the
skills necessary to become a produc-
tive, happy adult.

The “‘Caring for Children Act” is
good for families. The legislation cre-
ates more equity between the tax bene-
fits received by working parents who
pay others to care for their children,
and parents who stay home to care for
their children. It increases the Depend-
ent Care Tax Credit (DCTC) for low-
and middle-income families who use
child care while they work. It increases
current $500 Child Tax Credit to $900
per child. It increases the Dependent
Care Assistance Plan (DCAP) for two
or more dependents and permits DCAP
funds to be used to reimburse a parent
or grandparent who provides full-time
care for a child under the age of man-
datory school attendance. Taxpayers
are given the opportunity to select the
best tax benefit option for each of their
children, based on the individual fam-
ily’s economic and child care cir-
cumstances.
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The ‘‘Caring for Children Act”’ ex-
pands current consumer education
services so that parents have better ac-
cess to information on high-quality
child care and can feel more confident
as they make decisions about who will
care for their children. It creates new
opportunities to meet the needs of
school-aged children and their parents
during the non-school hours.

The ‘“‘Caring for America’s Children
Act” is good for child care providers.
Almost every child care provider that I
have talked with over the past few
years wants the opportunity to expand
their services, increase their skills, and
improve their facilities. But the child
care business is a financially unstable
endeavor.

Child care centers and home-based
providers are finding it increasingly
difficult to recruit and retain staff, to
buy the supplies and equipment that
will promote healthy child develop-
ment, and even to keep their doors
open.

The Shelburne Children’s Center in
Vermont closed earlier this year be-
cause it could not afford to stay open.
Nearly forty percent of all family-
based child care and ten percent of the
center-based care close each year. Par-
ents can only pay what they can afford,
and far too often that is barely enough
to keep the child care provider in busi-
ness.

The ‘“‘Caring for America’s Children
Act” creates the opportunities that
will help keep current providers afloat
and encourage more people to enter the
business. It creates a high-tech infra-
structure for the training of child care
providers —and makes that training
more accessible for providers in every
community. It establishes a block
grant to help states improve the qual-
ity of child care.

Funds can be used to provide salary
subsidies and more training for pro-
viders, to improve the enforcement of
state regulations, to help providers
better care for children with special
needs, or to increase the supply of in-
fant care. States will have the oppor-
tunity to try innovative approaches de-
signed to improve the quality of child
care.

The legislation also creates financing
mechanisms to support the renovation
and construction of child care facili-
ties.

The ‘‘Caring for America’s Children
Act” is good for business. Child care is
a growing concern for businesses, large
and small. In my home state of
Vermont, companies have learned that
being ‘‘family friendly’” is good for
business. It increases employee reten-
tion, improves job satisfaction, and
lowers absenteeism. The legislation en-
courages businesses to take an active
role in the child care needs of their em-
ployees and in the community-at-large.
It provides a tax credit to employers
who contribute to child care arrange-
ments for their employees.
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The legislation expands the chari-
table deduction to encourage busi-
nesses to donate equipment, materials,
transportation services, facilities, and
staff time to public schools and child
care providers. In short, it creates the
opportunity for companies to make an
investment in their future, by becom-
ing involved in child care.

I have divided the ‘‘Caring for Amer-
ica’s Children Act” into four smaller,
more narrowly focused bills, which I
also am introducing today. The ‘‘Tax
Relief for Families with Children Act”
combines all of the tax provisions
(Title I and Subtitle A of Title II) of

the ‘‘Caring for America’s Children
Act.”
The ‘‘Child Care Construction and

Renovation Act” focuses exclusively on
the financing of child care facilities
contained in Title VII of the larger bill.
“The ‘“‘Federal Employees Child Care
Act” deals exclusively with ensuring
the safety and quality of child care fa-
cilities operated for employees of the
federal government.

The ‘‘Creating Healthy Opportunities
and Improving Child Education” or
“CHOICE” Act combines the remainder
of the ‘““‘Caring for America’s Children
Act.” It focuses on improving the qual-
ity of child care, expanding non-school
hours care for older children, increas-
ing professional development for child
care providers, and helping low-income
families who will not benefit from the
tax provisions.

As we all know, quality child care
costs money. It costs money to parents
who bear the biggest burden for the ex-
pense of child care. It costs businesses
both through the direct assistance that
they provide to employees to help with
the expense of child care, and through
their ability to hire and retain a
skilled workforce. It costs government
through existing tax provisions, direct
spending, and discretionary spending
targeted at child care.

But we must remember that the
costs of not making this investment
are even higher. Those costs can be
measured in the expense of remedial
education, the cost of having an un-
skilled labor force, the increase in pris-
on populations, and most importantly,
the blunted potential of millions of
children.

Not only must we engage in a public
debate on ‘‘who cares for our children,”
but we also must take action to better
support families in doing their most
important work——raising our nation’s
children. Last year, child care legisla-
tion held a prominent place on the
Congressional agenda. This year, little
has been said, although the needs have
not diminished. I hope that these bills
can put child care back on the Congres-
sional agenda where it belongs—-be-
cause our children and families cannot
wait much longer.

As I said on Tuesday night during the
debate on the Budget Resolution, I am
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not going to let the issue of child care
go away. All of us here today, and all
of the co-sponsors of this legislation
are committed to whatever it takes to
help our children maximize their op-
portunities. That is what this legisla-
tion is about—Opportunities.

I urge my colleagues to join with me
and Senators DoODD, LANDRIEU, KEN-
NEDY, and KOHL, as well as with Con-
gressman GILMAN and his House col-
leagues, in co-sponsoring and sup-
porting this important legislation. To
do nothing to improve the quality of
child care and provide parents with
more opportunities to choose the best
care for their children is grossly unfair
to the children and far too costly for
our nation.

I ask unanimous consent that a sec-
tion by section description of the ‘‘Car-
ing for America’s Children Act” be
placed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

There being no objection, the item
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

————
THE ‘‘CARING FOR AMERICA’S CHILDREN’’ ACT
Title I: Tax Benefits for Families with Children

Section 101: Increases the Dependent Care
Tax Credit (DCTC) by (a) increasing the
amount of allowable expenses to $3,600 for
one dependent; $6,000 for two or more; (b) in-
creasing the maximum percentage of the al-
lowable expenses to 40 percent; (c) increases
the adjusted gross income level receiving the
maximum percentage to $50,000; (d) reduces
the allowable percentage by 1 percent for
each $2,000 over $50,000, not reduced below 10
percent; (d) permiting educational programs
and third party transportation costs to be
counted as allowable expenses.

Section 102: Increases the Child Tax Credit
from $500 per year to $900 per year.

Section 103: Makes changes in the Depend-
ent Care Assistance Program (DCAP) by (a)
Increasing the dollar contribution limit to
$7,000 a year for two or more dependents; (b)
Permiting contributions to DCAP accounts
during pregnancy, usable for one year after
the birth of a child; (¢) permiting DCAP
funds to be used to pay a spouse or grand-
parent to care for a pre-school aged child at
home; and (d) establishing a DCAP for fed-
eral employees.

Section 104: Permits parents to choose be-
tween the Dependent Care Tax Credit, Child
Tax Credit, and the Dependent Care Assist-
ance Program for each dependent child (each
tax benefit mutually exclusive for each
child).

Section 105: Expands the Home Office tax
deduction to permit parents to care for a de-
pendent child within the home office space
and maintain the ‘‘exclusive use” designa-
tion for the home office tax deduction.

Section 106: Requires states to include the
cost of child care in the calculation of child
support orders.

Estimated cost of Title I is $35.1 billion
over 5 years.

Title II: Activities to Improve the Quality of
Child Care

Subtitle A—Encouraging Business Involve-

ment in Child Care

Section 201: Creates a child care tax credit
for employers up to $150,000 a year ($250,000 a
year with respect to three or more company
child care facilities in different locations) in
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allowable employee-related child care ex-
penses such as the construction or renova-
tion of facilities and employee subsidies.
CBO estimate $500 million over 5 years.

Section 202: Expands the business chari-
table tax deduction to include the contribu-
tion of scientific and computer equipment,
transportation services, qualified employee
volunteer time, and the use of facilities and
equipment to public schools and child care
providers.

Subtitle B—Child Care Quality Improvement
Incentive Program

Section 211: Definition Section

Section 212: Establishes a state grant pro-
gram to fund activities designed to improve
the quality of child care.

Section 213: Allocates funds to the states
based on the Child Care and Development
formula, with a small state minimum.

Section 214: To receive grant funds, (a)
states must certify that the state has not re-
duced the scope of state child care require-
ments since 1995, must be in compliance with
the provisions of the Child Care and Develop-
ment Block Grant, and has expended at least
80 percent of the funds allocated to the state
for TANF child care matching funds; (b)
there is a 10 percent state match require-
ment for the use of the funds, such match
funds can be state or local public or private
funds.

Section 215: Grant funds may be used for a
variety of activities designed to improve the
quality of child care within the state. This
section identifies some of the allowable ac-
tivities including supplementing child care
provider salaries, assistance to small busi-
nesses desiring to provide child care assist-
ance to employees, expansion of resource and
referral services, educational and training
scholarship for child care providers, increas-
ing subsidies for recipients of Child Care and
Development Block Grant recipients, sub-
sidizing child care for special needs children,
conducting background checks and increas-
ing the monitoring of child care providers;
State grant program authorized for $200 mil-
lion a year.

Subtitle C—Increased Enforcement of State
Health and Safety Standards

Section 221: Amends the Child Care and De-
velopment Block Grant (CCDBG) to encour-
age states to improve the enforcement of ex-
isting state laws and regulations regarding
the inspection of child care facilities; pro-
vides a bonus for states which effectively en-
force existing state law and a decrease in
CCDBG administrative funds for states
which do not adequately enforce state child
care inspection requirements.

Subtitle D—Distribution of Information About
Quality Child Care

Section 231: Authorizes $15 million to the
Department of Health and Human Services
to (a) provide technical assistance and the
disseminate information on high quality
child care to parents, local governments,
child care organizations, and child care pro-
viders; (b) conduct a public awareness cam-
paign promoting quality child care; (c) de-
velop a mechanism for the collection and
dissemination of information on the supply
and demand for child care services; and (d)
assist existing child care credentialing and
accreditation entities in improving their
procedures and methods.

Title I1I: Expanding Professional Development
Opportunities

Section 301: Creates a child care training
infrastructure utilizing the Internet and ex-
isting distance learning resources to provide
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